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Gifting cultures and artisanal guilds in sixteenth-and early seventeenth-century London 
 
/ŶƚŚĞůĂƚĞƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚĐĞŶƚƵƌǇĂƐĞůĞĐƚŐƌŽƵƉŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐďĞŐĂŶĂŶŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇŽĨ ‘ŐŽŽĚĞƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌ
moveables remaininge and beinge ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŽŵŵŽŶ,ĂůůŽĨƚŚĞŽŵƉĂŶǇŽĨƵƚůĞƌƐ ? ?/ƚŝƐƐƚƌŝŬŝŶŐ
that a considerable proportion of the objects listed by the appraisers were specifically recorded as 
 ‘ŐŝĨƚƐ ? ?ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚďǇĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŵĞŵďĞƌƐĂŶĚĨƌŝĞŶĚƐŽĨƚŚĞŐƵŝůĚ ?DĂƚĞƌŝĂůĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞd a carpet 
ŽĨ ďƌŽĂĚ ĐůŽƚŚ ?  ‘ƐƚĂǇŶĞĚ ? ĐůŽƚŚƐ ? ŶĂƉĞƌǇ ? ƐŝůǀĞƌ ? ƉĞǁƚĞƌĂŶĚ ƐƚŽŶĞ ƉŽƚƐ ? Ă ůĂƌŐĞ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐŝůǀĞƌ
ƐƉŽŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞƋƵĂŶƚŝƚǇŽĨǁĞĂƉŽŶƌǇĂŶĚŬŶŝǀĞƐƚŚĂƚŚĂĚďĞĞŶŵĂĚĞďǇƚŚĞĚŽŶŽƌ ?ƐŽǁŶ
 ‘ŚĂŶĚ ? ?KƚŚĞƌĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŐĂǀĞĂďŝďůĞǁŝƚŚĂĚĞƐŬ ?ĂƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞƐƚŽƌŝĞŽĨEŽĞ ?EŽĂŚ ?ŝŶĂƚĂďůĞ ? ?
 ‘ĂƚĂďůĞŽĨƚŚĞĂƌŵĞƐŽĨƚŚĞŵŝƐƚĞƌŝĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĂƚĂďůĞŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇƐŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?dŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ
range of gifts for display, ritual use and storage in the various rooms of their institutional building, 
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŚĂůů ?ƉĂƌůŽƵƌ ? ‘ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐŚŽǁƐĞ ? ?ďƵƚƚĞƌǇ ?ǇĞŽŵĂŶƌǇŚĂůůĂŶĚĂƌŵŽƵƌǇ ?ǁĂƐŶŽƚƵŶƵƐƵĂů ?1 Books 
of gifts and inventories reveal that a wide range of moveable objects and material fixtures (such as 
wainscot and plasterwork) were given, made or commissioned by company men (and occasionally 
women) and recorded by the recipient guild. 
 dŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞŽŶ ŐŝĨƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ >ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ ůŝǀĞƌǇĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ŝƐĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞůǇ ĨŽĐƵƐƐĞĚ
ƵƉŽŶƚŚĞŐŝĨƚĂƐĂŶĂĐƚŽĨĐŝǀŝĐƉŚŝůĂŶƚŚƌŽƉǇďǇƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?ƐŵŽƐƚƐƵĐĐessful mercantile elites.2 By contrast 
this article explores a significant but overlooked culture of material gifts within London craft 
companies between c.1500 and c.1640. It asks a series of questions: which people gave gifts? What, 
when and how did they give? And, perhaps most important, why give? What did donors hope for and 
expect in return? This article will argue that returns were in terms of honour, status and 
memorialisation. That makes this culture rather different from that of medieval religious gifting, with 
                                                          
1 G[uildhall] L[ibrary], MS 7164, fos. 5r-13r. 
2 ZŽďĞƌƚdŝƚƚůĞƌ ? ‘^ŝƌdŚŽŵĂƐtŚŝƚĞŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ PĐŝǀŝĐƉŚŝůĂŶƚŚƌŽƉǇĂŶĚƚŚĞŵĂŬŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŵĞƌĐŚĂŶƚ-ŚĞƌŽ ? ?ŝŶ
idem., Townspeople and nation: English urban experiences, 1540-1640 (Stanford, 2001), pp. 100-120;  Ian 
ƌĐŚĞƌ ? ‘dŚĞůŝǀĞƌǇĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐĂŶĚĐŚĂƌŝƚǇŝŶƚŚĞƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚĂŶĚƐĞǀĞŶƚĞĞŶƚŚĐĞŶƚƵƌŝĞƐ ? ?ŝŶ/ĂŶŶĚĞƌƐ'ĂĚĚĂŶĚ
Patrick Wallis, eds., Guilds, society and economy in London 1450-1800 (London, 2002), pp. 15-28; Joseph Ward, 
Culture, faith and philanthropy: Londoners and provincial reform in early modern England (New York, 2013). 
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very specific spiritual returns, or the secular culture of gifts designed to secure favours or patronage 
from courtiers and office-holders. Moreover, within the craft guild, an urban institution composed of 
highly discerning producers and consumers of material cultures - including apprentices, journeymen, 
master craftsmen, retailers and regulators of the crafts and trades - the gift could have particular and 
unusual significance. Artisans were especially well placed to assess the symbolic, design and material 
qualities of judiciously commissioned or personally crafted offerings. This article shows that citizens 
were closely attuned to the importance of suitable temporal and spatial contexts for both the initial 
gift presentation and subsequent  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĨĞ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ?/ƚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞ
sixteenth century gifting was embedded into the ritual calendar of elections and commemoration, and 
ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞďƵŝůƚĨĂďƌŝĐŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?ƐůŝǀĞƌǇŚĂůůƐ ? 
The rationale for this investigation of traces of tangible, physical gifts, derives from both the 
abundance and variety of archival evidence of gifting practices within guild societies, and from a 
methodological understanding that a material approach offers a new and enriching perspective on 
company cultures. Examining a range of primary sources, including company court minutes and 
accounts, books of gifts, benefactors and inventories, in addition to rare material survivals within guild 
ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƌĞǀĞĂůƐƚŚĂƚĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŐŝĨƚ ‘ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ ?ĞǆŝƐƚĞĚĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞƚŚĞƉŚŝůĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŝĐĐƵůƚƵƌĞ
of charitable endowments that has been so comprehensively elucidated in the historiography. 
Material gifts - including kitchen utensils, plate, armour, paintings, textiles, furniture and building 
supplies - were not simply representations of identity, but a means through which early modern 
guildsmen expressed competing claims to civic status and professional artisanal accomplishment. The 
ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŐŽŽĚƐĨŽƌĚŝƐƉůĂǇŽƌƵƐĞŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞƌǇŚĂůůǁĞƌĞƚŽŽůƐthrough which citizens established 
and sustained their status, honour and memorials within complex guild hierarchies. This article first 
considers the distinctive nature of gifts within guilds; second the ways in which gifts were managed, 
recorded and remembered by the recipient company; third the range of gifts and multiplicity of 
ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌŐŝĨƚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ‘ƌĞƚƵƌŶƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŐŝĨƚďĞĂƌĞƌ ? ?ĨŽƵƌƚŚƚŚĞŝĚĞĂůƐƉĂƚŝĂů ?ŐĞƐƚƵƌĂů
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and temporal contexts for the presentation of gifts; and finally patterns of continuity and change in 
relation to gifting practices and material collections over time. 
I 
Building upon sociological and anthropological theory, a growing body of recent historical scholarship 
has demonstrated the significance of gifting cultures throughout early modern English society.3 Gift 
relations, from the (apparently) altruistic, to the market-ůŝŬĞĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ ‘ƐǇŵŵĞƚƌŝĐĂů ?ƚŽƚŚĞ
 ‘ĂƐǇŵŵĞƚƌŝĐ ? ? ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƐŚŽǁŶ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ? ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƐŽĐŝĂů ? ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĂŶĚ
political relations. In middling and aristocratic households, the exchange of presents, such as clothing, 
plate and food gifts, at significant stages of the lifecycle and on holidays and festivals, particularly New 
Year, was a means of demonstrating affection and loyalty.4 At the universities and the Inns of Court, 
gift exchanges were an essential form of social interaction and political negotiation, which 
ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůŝƐĞĚ ‘ŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶŐŝǀĞƌĂŶĚƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƌ ? ?5 At court the asymmetrical 
relationship between monarch and subject, or patron and client, and associated notions of deference 
and honour, were structured through the presentation and receipt of gifts judged appropriate.6 
First theorised by Marcel Mauss, the idea that a gift is never without expectation on the part 
of the donor, but an act that inherently entails an exchange (or imposes Ă ‘ďƵƌĚĞŶ ?ŽŶƚŚĞƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚ ? ?
now features prominently in all studies of gift exchange.7 In early modern England, no donor presented 
a gift without some hope of approƉƌŝĂƚĞ  ‘ƌĞƚƵƌŶ ? ? /ŶŐƵŝůĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞŵŽŶĞƚĂƌǇŽƌŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů
ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ? Ă ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ  ‘ŐĂǀĞ ƵŶƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ŚŽƵƐĞ ? ? ŶŽƚ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ? ƚŚĞ
                                                          
3 Felicity Heal, Hospitality in early modern England (Oxford, 1990); idem., The power of gifts: gift-exchange in 
early modern England (Oxford, 2014); IIana Krausman Ben-Amos, The culture of giving: informal support and 
gift-exchange in early modern England (Cambridge, 2008). 
4 Heal, The power of gifts, pp. 63-82. 
5 >ŽƵŝƐĞƵƌŶŝŶŐ ? ‘dŚĞKǆĨŽƌĚ college as household, 1580- ? ? ? ? ? ?ŝŶ^ĂŶĚƌĂĂǀĂůůŽĂŶĚ^ŝůǀŝĂǀĂŶŐĞůŝƐƚŝ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?
Domestic institutional interiors in early modern Europe (Farnham, 2009), p. 90. 
6 Linda Levy Peck, Court patronage and corruption in early stuart England (London, 1990), pp. 18-20; Heal, The 
power of gifts, pp. 31-59; dŚĞůŝǌĂďĞƚŚĂŶEĞǁzĞĂƌ ?ƐŐŝĨƚĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ ? ? ? ? ?-1603, ed. by Jane A. Lawson (Oxford, 
2013).  
7 Marcel Mauss, The gift: the form and reason for exchange in archaic societies, trans. by W. D. Halls (London, 
1990), p. 3. 
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nature of the return could be somewhat intangible; it lay with the corporate body as a whole.8 Gifting 
within late medieval craft guilds and fraternities was embedded within Catholic religious culture, 
principally the performance of the Mass, which bound living and dead guildsmen together in perpetual 
cycles of material and spiritual exchange. Fraternities were abolished in the 1540s and Purgatory 
undermined, but the significance of material, social and (reformed) spiritual reciprocity remained 
ƉĂƌĂŵŽƵŶƚƚŽƚŚĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚǀŝƚĂůŝƚǇŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?ƐĐƌĂĨƚ and mercantile guilds.9 
The existing research on >ŽŶĚŽŶ ?ƐƉŽƐƚ-Reformation livery companies has conceptualised the 
act of gifting in terms of large-scale charitable donations of money, land or property, by exceptionally 
affluent merchants to their companies. Gifting was ĂƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚ ‘ŐŽĚůǇ ?civic reputations 
and cultures were founded and perpetuated.10 By the late sixteenth century London possessed a 
ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ ĐŝǀŝĐ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞƌĐĂŶƚŝůĞ ĞůŝƚĞƐ ? ĐŚŝĞĨůǇ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŐƌĞĂƚ ƚǁĞůǀĞ ?
companies, established perpetual gifts and charitable trusts, in addition to one-time gifts, 
administered on their behalf by fellow guild members.11 dŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂƌŝĞƐǁĞƌĞƚŚĞ ‘ĚĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ?
urban poor (including company widows and orphans), university scholars, godly parish preachers, 
inhabitants ŽĨŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůƐ ?ƉƌŝƐŽŶƐĂŶĚĂůŵƐŚŽƵƐĞƐĂŶĚŝŵƉŽǀĞƌŝƐŚĞĚ ?Žƌ ‘ĚĞĐĂǇĞĚ ? ?ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ?
ŚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŐŽĚůŝŶĞƐƐ ?ǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞĐŝƚǇǁĂůůƐƚŽƚŚĞďĞŶĞĨĂĐƚŽƌ ?ƐĐŽƵŶƚǇ
of origin, to include provincial preaching lectureships, grammar schools and almshouses.12 Robert 
dŝƚƚůĞƌ ?Ɛ ƉŝŽŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ ǁŽƌŬŽŶ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŝǀŝĐ ƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚ ? ? Ă ŐĞŶƌĞ ŽĨ ůĂƚĞ ƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚ-and seventeenth-century 
panel portrait painting, has demonstrated how ideals of philanthropic gifting were linked to the 
material collections of London companies. Gifted or bequeathed by major donors and their families 
                                                          
8 GL, MS 5817, fos. 7-8.  
9 ^ƵƐĂŶƌŝŐĚĞŶ ? ‘ZĞůŝŐŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĞĂƌůǇƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚ-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?Past and Present, 103 
(1984), pp. 67-112, at pp. 94-102. 
10 :ŽƐĞƉŚtĂƌĚ ? ‘'ŽĚůŝŶĞƐƐ ?ĐŽŵŵĞŵŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ PƚŚĞŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƉƌŽǀŝŶcial schools by 
>ŽŶĚŽŶƚƌĂĚĞŐƵŝůĚƐ ? ?ŝŶDƵƌŝĞůDĐůĞŶĚŽŶ ?:ŽƐĞƉŚtĂƌĚ ŶĚDŝĐŚĂĞůDĂĐŽŶĂůĚ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?Protestant identities: 
religion, society and self-fashioning in post-Reformation England (Stanford, 1999), pp. 141-57; Ward, Culture, 
faith and philanthropy; Ben-Amos, The culture of giving, pp. 242-55. 
11 ƌĐŚĞƌ ? ‘dŚĞůŝǀĞƌǇĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐĂŶĚĐŚĂƌŝƚǇ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?ŝĚĞŵ ?The pursuit of stability: social relations in Elizabethan 
London (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 120-23; Steve Rappaport, Worlds within worlds: structures of life in sixteenth-
century London (Cambridge, 1989), pp. 195-201; Ben-Amos, The culture of giving, pp. 95-104.  
12 Ward, Culture, faith and philanthropy. 
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ĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶ ůŝǀĞƌǇŚĂůůƐ ? ƚŚĞƐĞƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƐ  ‘ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞĚ ŝŶǀŝƐƵĂů ƚĞƌŵƐ ƚŚĞǀŝƌƚƵĞƐŽĨ ĨƌĂƚĞƌŶĂů
ŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉŝŽƵƐ ďĞŶĞĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?13 hƌďĂŶ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐ ?  ‘ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐ ?virtues and 
ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ? ǁĞƌĞ ƐĞůĨ-fashioned through visual culture (figure 1).14 Portraits of contemporary 
office holders or historic benefactors for display in company premises were however exceptional gifts, 
representing a very small fraction of the objects donated by guildsmen. Outside the largest and 
wealthiest mercantile companies these were very rare gifts indeed.15 
This article adopts a more wide-ranging perspective on types of gifts and incentives for giving, 
beyond grand philanthropic gestures and the civic portraits to which these donations were closely 
associated. It is concerned with material gifts of all kinds, and with the craft guild itself as the 
designated recipient.16 Donations to London companies ranged from the technically innovative and 
intrinsically valuable artefact for use in exclusive company rituals, such as silver gilt and rock crystal 
election cups, to everyday objects made from quotidian materials, like wooden trenchers for feasting, 
which were viewed and touched by a range of estates and stored in the less prestigious rooms of the 
hall (the kitchen, pantry or larder). Gifts included textiles and soft furnishings, such as carpets, 
cushions, banners, tapestries, painted cloths and hearse cloths; furniture such as tables, chairs, forms 
and stools, cupboards, chests and presses. Silver and pewter plate; cooking apparatus; weaponry and 
armour; books and manuscripts were also considered suitable gifts. Against the backdrop of major 
rebuilding projects and structural adaptations to guild architectures across the city, the gifting 
repertoire also included decorative material features such as wainscot, painted glass panels and 
plasterwork. Even the physical supplies required for building projects, such as timber, stone and 
mortar, could be conceptualised as gifts, and recorded as such. Thus the armourer William Sympson 
                                                          
13 ZŽďĞƌƚdŝƚƚůĞƌ ? ‘WŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƵƌĞ ?ƉƌĞĐĞĚĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞ>ŽŶĚŽŶůŝǀĞƌŝĞƐĐ ? ? ? ? ?- ? ? ? ? ? ?Urban 
History, 35 (2008), pp. 349-62, at p. 355. 
14 The distinguishing features are mapped out in Robert Tittler, The face of the city: civic portraiture and civic 
identity in early modern England (Manchester, 2007), pp. 3-7. 
15 dŝƚƚůĞƌůŝƐƚƐŽŶůǇŶŝŶĞ ‘ĐŝǀŝĐƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƐ ?ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚďǇĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞ ‘ŐƌĞĂƚƚǁĞůǀĞ ? ?ĂůůďƵƚŽŶĞŝŶƚŚĞ
early seventeenth century [The face of the City, pp. 174-75].  
16 ŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ŐƌĞĂƚƚǁĞůǀĞ ?ƚŚĞƐĞŐƵŝůĚƐŚĂĚŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞŵŽĚĞƐƚĐŚĂƌŝƚĂďůĞĞŶĚŽǁŵĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶƐŽŵĞĐĂƐĞƐ
none at all. See Ben-Amos, The culture of giving, pp. 102-4. 
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 ‘ŐĂǀĞƚŽƚŚĞĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐŚǇŵŶĞǇŝŶƚŚĞŬŝƚĐŚŝŶ ?ŽĨƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?,Ăůů ?ƚǁŽůŽĂĚƐŽĨƐƚŽŶĞƐ ? ?17 The 
donation of building supplies could take the form of obligatory donations, offerings which were still 
ĨƌĂŵĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘ŐŝĨƚƐ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵƌƚ ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ? tŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ĂƌƉĞŶƚĞƌƐ ? ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ƵŶĚĞƌƚŽŽŬ Ă
major extension of their hall chamber in 1594, for example -  ‘ƚŚĞŶůĂƌŐŝŶŐĞŽĨƚŚĞ,ĂůůĂƚƚŚĞĞĂƐƚĞŶĚĞ ?
- one hundred and twenty-two members of the livery and yeomanry gifted timber from their 
workshops, or money, depending upon their status within the guild.18 Similarly, perishable goods, 
including food stuffs and alcoholic beverages, for collective consumption at guild feasts and dinners, 
constituted another strand of guild gifting culture.19 Gifts of consumables could also express loyalty, 
ĨŽƐƚĞƌ ‘ĨĞůůŽǁƐŚŝƉ ?ŽƌŵĂƌŬ social distinctions.20 Such was the symbolic richness of the food (and drink) 
gift within artisanal companies that it merits separate discussion, and is not explored further here.   
Methodologically, material gifts might be interpreted as cultural signs that reveal identities, 
systems of belief or knowledge.21 Where physical objects or documented details of artefacts from 
guild collections survive, the visual imagery and materiality of gifts is complex and intriguing.22 Visual 
references to company, city and crown abound; so too do the craft marks of particular artisans and 
workshops, and the iconography of guild patron saints. The sign of the craft mark was reproduced 
upon company records, on the walls and ceilings of company halls and on moveable gifted artefacts, 
and emerges as an especially charged sǇŵďŽůŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?ƐƚĂƚƵƐĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ? ‘ƉĂƌĐĞů ?ŽĨŐŝĨƚƐ
might also reveal multiple loyalties and cultural identities. In 1559 the tallow chandler John Mery 
donated ƚǁŽŐƌĞĞŶƐƚƌĞĂŵĞƌƐĨŽƌĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŚŝƐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĐŽƵƌƚŚŽƵƐĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞƉŝĐƚƵƌĞof Seynt 
Peter and thĞŽƚŚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƌŵǇƐŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?/Ŷ ƚŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ?ŵŝĚƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚ-century hall we find the 
                                                          
17 GL, MS 12105, fo. 10. 
18 GL, MS 4326/6, fo. 39r. This number represented just over a third of all guild members. 
19 'ĞƌǀĂƐĞZŽƐƐĞƌ ? ‘'ŽŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĨƌĂƚĞƌŶŝƚǇĨĞĂƐƚ PĐŽŵŵĞŶƐĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶůĂƚĞŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ?
Journal of British Studies, 33 (1994), pp. 430-46. 
20 &ĞůŝĐŝƚǇ ,ĞĂů ?  ‘&ŽŽĚ ŐŝĨƚƐ ? ƚŚĞ ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ ĞĂƌůǇ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ?Past and 
Present, 199 (2008), pp. 41-70.  
21 :ŽŚŶŝǆŽŶ,ƵŶƚ ? ‘dŚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚ ? ?ŝŶ^ƚĞǀĞŶ>ƵďĂƌĂŶĚt ?ĂǀŝĚ<ŝŶŐĞƌǇ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?History from things: 
essays on material culture (Washington; London, 1993), pp. 293- ? ? ?ZŝĐŚĂƌĚ'ƌĂƐƐďǇ ? ‘DĂƚĞƌŝĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂŶĚ
ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ? ?The Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 35 (2005), pp. 591-603, at pp. 592-94. 
22 Material survivals are limited as a consequence of the Reformation; the Great Fire of 1666, and the aerial 
bombardment of the City of London in the early 1940s.  
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ƚǁŽ ‘ƐĐŽǁĐŚǇŶƐ ?ƉĂŝŶƚĞĚǁŽŽĚĞŶƐŚŝĞůĚƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŐǇĨƚĞŽĨZŽďĞƌƚdĂǇůŽƌŽŶĞǁŝƚŚŽƵƌůĂĚǇƐƐƵŵƉƚǇŽŶ
ĂŶĚŽŶĞǁŝƚŚǇĞŬǇŶŐĞƐ ?ĚǁĂƌĚƐ ? ?ĂƌŵĞƐ ? ?23 Moreover, objects or commodities, like people, can be 
ƐĂŝĚƚŽŚĂǀĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝǀĞƐ ?ĂŶĚculturally-embedded biographies. Things do not just represent identities 
ŽƌǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ďƵƚĂĐƚƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞƚŚĞŵ ?/ƚŝƐŽŶůǇďǇƚƌĂĐŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇ ?ŽĨƚŚĞůŝĨĞŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƚŚŝŶŐ ? that we 
begin to comprehend the shifting associations between artefacts, human agents and spatial and 
temporal contexts.24 
II 
The status of the gift within guild culture is most clearly demonstrated through the careful recording 
of material donations within company inventories and books of gifts or benefactors. The many objects 
ĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĨŝǆƚƵƌĞƐƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇůĂďĞůůĞĚĂƐ ‘ŐŝĨƚƐ ?ƌĞǀĞĂůƚŚĂƚĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐǀĂůƵĞĚƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽŵĂŬĞ
their mark on the interior decoration or physical structure of their company hall. From the institutional 
perspective, these narratives of gifting, typically compiled over centuries and across generations of 
office-holders, show that recording material donations, including what was given, when, and by 
whom, was of considerable social and cultural value. Symbolically inventories and gift books acted as 
coherent and permanent records of institutional reciprocity. They worked to construct a material 
ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇǁŝƚŚůŝƐƚƐŽĨ ‘ŐŝĨǇƚƐŽĨƐƵĐŚŐŽŽĚŵĞŶƚŚĂƚďĞĂůǇǀĞĂŶĚƚŚĞǇƚŚĂƚ be paste oute 
ŽĨƚŚŝƐǁŽƌůĚĞ ? ?25 &ƌŽŵƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƐƚŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇĐůĞƌŬĞǀĞŶƐĞůĨ-consciously noted down in 
ƚŚĞŐƵŝůĚŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇ ‘ƚŚŝƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚďŽŽŬŽĨ/ŶǀĞŶƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŐŝĨƚƐŽĨŐŽŽĚƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞǁƌŝƚƚĞŶ ?
which is the gift of Walter Walshe, whose ŶĂŵĞŝƐǁƌŝƚƚĞŶŝŶŝƚ ? ?26 Long after things had been mislaid, 
stolen, exchanged or simply worn out, the entry in the inventory or gift book could also stand in for 
the original gifted object and memory of the donor. In November 1637 for instance, the hard-pressed 
'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚ ‘ƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĞƌǁĂŝŐŚƚĂŶĚƌŵĞƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞŵĂƌŬĂďůĞĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ
                                                          
23 GL, MSS 6152/1, fo. 70r; 7110, fo. 15r.  
24 ƌũƵŶƉƉĂĚƵƌĂŝ ? ‘/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ PĐŽŵŵŽĚŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐŽĨǀĂůƵĞ ? ?ŝŶŝĚĞŵ ?ĞĚ ? ?The social life of things: 
commodities in cultural perspective (Cambridge, 1986), pp. 3- ? ? ?/ŐŽƌ<ŽƉǇƚŽĨĨ ? ‘dŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚǇŽĨ
things: commoditization ĂƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? ?ŝŶThe social life of things, pp. 64-91. 
25 GL, MS 7110, fo. 2v. 
26 Ibid., fo. 14v. 
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ŽĨƚŚĞĚŽŶŽƌƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐŝůǀĞƌ ?just as the collection was about to be sold, ƐŽ ‘that when the 
Companye shalbee of abilitie then they may supplǇĞĂŶĚƌĞƐƚŽƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŝĚŐƵŝĨƚƐŽĨƚŚĞŽŶŽƌƐ ? ? Gifted 
objects were indeed re-made at a later date (figure 2).27 
Unlike probate inventories of contemporary domestic interiors, which were, by definition, 
ƚĂŬĞŶĂƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨĂƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐůŝĨĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨƚŚĞŚŽusehold, and thus depict one fixed moment, guild 
inventories are representations of a living, dynamic community.28 Taking an inventory did not signal 
the demise of the institution, but a particular moment in the life of a corporation which expected to 
exist in perpetuity. Most London guilds made inventories of their corporate possessions at some point, 
albeit at irregular intervals. They enable us to analyse changes over time in the use of built 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐŽĨĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ ‘ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĨĞ ? of specific objects.29 In guilds 
holding records which allow comparison across considerable time periods, we find an increase in both 
the number of physical objects and the variety of material cultures.30 Artisanal companies that did not 
compile dedŝĐĂƚĞĚ ‘ŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇďŽŽŬƐ ? sometimes listed the contents of their livery halls within general 
administrative and court minutes. An ŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ,ĂůůŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?listed objects 
according to their location in the hall; buttery; kitchen; harness gallery; parlour and counting house.31 
Companies often organised inventories according to the spatial arrangement of the company hall, 
ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂƐ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ  ‘ƌĞƉĂŝƌƐ ? ?  ‘ĞŶůĂƌŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ďĞĂƵƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞearly 
modern period.32 It is probable that many more corporate inventories once existed, but have been 
                                                          
27 ' ?ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ? ?, ?Ăůů ? ?ƌĐŚŝǀĞ ? ?d ?ĨŽƐ ? ? ?v-r. 
28 ^ĞĞDĂƌŐĂƌĞƚ^ƉƵĨĨŽƌĚ ? ‘dŚĞůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽďĂƚĞŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇ ? ?ŝŶ:ŽĂŶŚĂƌƚƌĞƐĂŶĚĂǀŝĚ,ĞǇ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?
English rural society 1500-1800: essays in Honour of Joan Thirsk (Cambridge, 1990), pp. 139-74. 
29  'ŝŽƌŐŝŽZŝĞůůŽ ? ‘dŚŝŶŐƐƐĞĞĂŶĚƵŶƐĞĞŶ PƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĐƵƚƵƌĞŽĨĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌŝĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌ
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĚŽŵĞƐƚŝĐŝŶƚĞƌŝŽƌƐ ? ?ŝŶWĂƵůĂ&ŝŶĚůĞŶ ?ĞĚ ? ?Early modern things: objects and their histories, 
1500-1800 (Basingstoke, 2013), p. 129. 
30 The literature on consumption in sixteenth-and early seventeenth-century England is extensive, see Joan 
Thirsk, Economic policy and projects: the development of a consumer society in early modern England (Oxford, 
1978); Carole Shammas, The pre-industrial consumer in England and America (Oxford, 1990); Mark Overton, et 
al., Production and consumption in English households, 1600-1750 (London, 2004); Linda Levy Peck, Consuming 
splendor (Cambridge, 2005). 
31 GL, MS 12071/2, fos. 475 v-r. 
32 dǇƉŝĐĂůǁĂƐƚŚĞĂŶŶŽƵŶĐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶ ? ? ? ?ďǇƚŚĞĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞWůƵŵďĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ‘ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŚĂůůĂŶĚŚŽƵƐĞ
ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŽƵƌƵƐƵĂůůƉůĂĐĞŽĨƌĞƐŽƌƚ ? ? ?ƚŽďĞƌĞƉĂǇƌĞĚĂŶĚŵĂĚĞĚĞĐĞŶƚĂŶĚĐŽŵĞůǇ ? ?'> ?D^ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽ ? ?r]. 
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lost. A single, damaged folio from 1558 survives, for example, listing part ŽĨƚŚĞƵƌƌŝĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ
communal property.33 
After inventories, books of gifts and benefactors, typically compiled in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, are the richest ŵĂŶƵƐĐƌŝƉƚƐŽƵƌĐĞƐĨŽƌŐŝĨƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶĐƌĂĨƚŐƵŝůĚƐ ?dŚĞ'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐ ?
ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĞŶĞĨĂĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŽŬůŝƐƚƐŐŝĨƚƐŽĨůĂŶĚ ?ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ?ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂŶĚŵŽŶĞǇ ?ĨƌŽŵ ? ? ? ?ƚŽ
1638. A great number of sixteenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ  ‘'ǇĨƚƐ ƚŽdŚĂůů ?ĂƌĞŶŽƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚŝƐvolume, including 
ƐŝůǀĞƌĂŶĚƉĞǁƚĞƌƉůĂƚĞ ?ƚĞǆƚŝůĞƐ ?ƉĂŝŶƚĞĚƚĂďůĞƐ ?ďŽŽŬƐĂŶĚ ‘ŶĞǁĞŐůĂƐƐĞǁǇŶĚŽĞƐ ?ĞŶŐƌĂǀĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ĚŽŶŽƌƐ ?ŶĂŵĞƐ ?34 ^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇƚŚĞŽŽƉĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĞŶĞĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?>ŝƐƚ ?ƌƵnning from the late fifteenth 
to the late eighteenth century, and first compiled by the clerk in 1718, includes both charitable 
endowments and material legacies.35  Unlike inventories, which were in part working documents 
enabling company officials to keep track of their moveable property, record the value of plate and 
napery, and assess rates of deterioration, books of gifts and benefactions, compiled retrospectively, 
served a more explicitly self-aggrandising purpose. The Book of Benefactors compiled by the 
ƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ĨŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ůŝƐƚƐ ‘ƉůĂƚĞ ?ŐŽŽĚƐĂŶĚŵŽŶĞǇ ?ĚŽŶĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ
guild from the acquisition of their hall in 1428, and was evidently intended to be a permanent record 
of the generosity and virtuosity of guild patrons and worthies.36 This careful commemoration of civic 
philanthropy was no doubt also intended to spur additional donations and bequests.37 
For the historian, the limitation of gift and benefaction books lies in their inevitable selectivity. 
Often writing generations after the initial donation, company clerks recorded benefactions that the 
ůŝǀĞƌǇŵĞŶ ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ĚĞĞŵĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ĂŶĚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ Ă  ‘ƌĞƚƵƌŶ ? ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ
ceremonial memorialisation in company archives, on commemorative boards in the hall and in quarter 
                                                          
33 GL, MS 14357. 
34 GL, MS 5817, fos. 7-37.  
35 GL, MSS 5618/1-2. 
36 GL, MS 12105. 
37 /ĂŶƌĐŚĞƌ ? ‘dŚĞĂƌƚƐĂŶĚĂĐƚƐŽĨŵĞŵŽƌŝĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?ŝŶ:ƵůŝĂDĞƌƌŝƚƚ ?ĞĚ ? ?Imagining 
early modern London: perceptions of the City from Stow to Strype, 1598-1720 (Cambridge, 2001), pp. 90, 97-98. 
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day speeches.38 The objects recorded in gift books (and inventories) were things which the assistants 
ŚĂĚĚĞĐŝĚĞĚǁĞƌĞ ‘ŐŝĨƚƐ ?ĂŶĚǁĞƌĞƚŚƵƐůĂďĞůůĞĚĂƐƐƵĐŚ ?/ƚŝƐĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇĨĞĂƐŝďůĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞĂŚŽƐƚ
of other objects, whose presence is now forever lost, which were not thought worth recording 
because of the social status of the donor, or were rejected or considered unsuitable. As a consequence 
this article is inevitably focused on the gifting patterns of the company elites, the liverymen, and 
especially those who formed the core of this group, the court of assistants, though there is also some 
evidence of material presentations from within the yeomanry. The account book of the yeomanry 
 ‘ŐŽǀĞƌŶŽƌ ?ĂŶĚǁĂƌĚĞŶƐŽĨ ƚŚĞdĂůůŽǁŚĂŶĚůĞƌƐ ? Company, a group who had their own dedicated 
ĐŚĂŵďĞƌǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŚĂůů ? ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐĂŶ ŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇŽĨ ƚŚĞǇĞŽŵĂŶƌǇ ?ƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌŶĞĂƌůǇ
every year of the accounts, from 1519 to 1627.39 There are also occasional, tantalising hints in the 
archival record that the gifting process could sometimes be disrupted, and that the donation might 
even generate controversy. When the ŐŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚ'ĞŽƌŐĞ^ ŵŝƚŚĞƐďĞƋƵĞĂƚŚĞĚĂĐƵƉƚŽƚŚĞ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?
Company, for example, the assistants expressed their  ‘ĚŝƐůŝŬĞŽĨƐŽŵĞŽĨƚhe verses graven on the cup, 
ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽďĞĂůƚĞƌĞĚ ? ?40 Moreover, changing political and religious circumstances meant 
that objects once deemed  ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?ŐŝĨƚs and entered into official records might subsequently come to 
be viewed as unsuitable, even subversive, and so be deleted from the archive, removed from the hall 
and destroyed or hidden.  
III 
Why give? What motivated the presentation of material gifts by guildsmen to their companies? 
Donors never stated their motives explicitly, but the nature of the gift, its timing and physical placing 
can yield clues. Broadly there were four principal anticipated returns on the guild gift, none of which 
were mutually exclusive. This discussion begins with the establishment of civic status and memorial 
                                                          
38 Ibid., p. 99. 
39 GL, MSS 6155/1-2; Records of the Worshipful Company of Tallow Chandlers, ed. by M. F. Monier-Williams, 2 
vols (London, 1897-98), II, p. 255.  




cultures, before turning to the construction of craft ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ĂŶĚ 
the connection between gifting and civic authority. This section ends with a brief consideration of the 
gifting patterns of women associated with craft companies. 
/Ĩ ƚŚĞ ŐƵŝůĚ ŐŝĨƚŝŶŐ  ‘ƌĞƉĞƌƚŽŝƌĞ ? ƌĂŶŐĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĨƌĞĞůǇ ŐŝǀĞŶ ? ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŽďůŝŐĂƚŽƌǇ ?, the 
presentation of silver stands at the end of this spectrum.41 Through inscriptions of crests, names, 
personal mottos and craft symbols there was however considerable scope for an individualised and 
competitive dimension. Silver plate and cutlery, including covered cups, bowls, spoons and knives, 
were the most ubiquitous type of gift recorded; they were also often compulsory offerings within most 
city guilds. Gifts of plate, especially silver gilt drinking vessels with lids, and silver spoons of a certain 
weight, were the customary donations made by an individual upon admission to a guild, acceptance 
into the livery, as a fine for unacceptable behaviour such as trade offence, or compensation for 
declining office.42 dǇƉŝĐĂůǁĂƐƚŚĞŽƌĚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞĐŽƵƌƚŽĨƚŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ? Company, recorded at the end 
of an early sixteenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇƚŚĂƚĂŶǇŵĂŶĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ‘ƐŚĂůůďƌŝŶŐŝŶĂŶĚŚĂŶĚŽǀĞƌ
to the Master and Wardens a silver spoon weighing an ounce or more. And this rule is to continue till 
the Hall has a stock ŽĨƐƉŽŽŶƐĨŽƌĂƐŵĂŶǇƉĞŽƉůĞĂƐŵĂǇďĞƐĞĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ,ĂůůĂŶĚWĂƌůŽƵƌ ? ?43  
The particular significance of the gift of silver plate lay in its intrinsic material value and 
potential for mutability and exchange. Collections of silver formed essential reserves of ready bullion 
and at times of political and financial pressure, or extraordinary expenditure, guilds sold or melted 
ĚŽǁŶƚŚĞŝƌĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƉůĂƚĞ ?ĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ‘'ƌĞ ?Ă ?ƚůǇ
impoverished by reason of the dayly ĐŚĂƌŐĞƐĂŶĚƚĂǆĞƐ ?ůĞǀŝĞĚďǇďŽƚŚŝƚǇĂŶĚƌŽǁŶ ?ƚŚĞ&ŽƵŶĚĞƌƐ ?
ŽŵƉĂŶǇŚĂĚƐŽůĚŽĨĨĂůůƚŚĞŝƌĂĚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐƉŽŽŶƐďǇ ? ? ? ? ĞĂĐŚŵĂƌŬĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĚŽŶŽƌ ?ƐŝŶŝƚŝĂůƐŽƌ
ŶĂŵĞ ? Ăůů ĞǆĐĞƉƚ ,ƵŵƉŚƌĞǇ ŽǁĞŶ ?Ɛ ƐƉŽŽŶ ? ŐŝĨƚĞĚ ŝŶ  ? ? ?-5, and inscribed on both sides of the 
                                                          
41 Natalie Zemon Davis, The gift in sixteenth-century France (Oxford, 2000), pp. 14-15. 
42 Philippa Glanville, Silver in England (New York; London, 1987), pp. 308-9. 
43 GL, MS 7110, fo. 6r. 
12 
 
ŚĂŶĚůĞ P ‘/ĨzŽƵ>ŽǀĞDĞ ?<ĞĞƉDĞǀĞƌ ?dŚĂƚ ?ƐDǇĞƐŝƌĞĂŶĚzŽƵƌŶĚĞĂǀŽƵƌ ? ?44 In this instance the 
inscription evidently proved instructive and the single object stood in for the entire dispersed 
collection. The aspiration to keep up with changing fashions in plate design and the shifting prestige 
of object types also resulted in the dispersal and remodelling of existing plate collections. In 1579 the 
ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇƉĂŝĚĂŐŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚĨŽƌƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐŽĨǀŝŽǁůĚƉůĂƚƚĞƌƐĂŶĚŝŝ
pottell ƉŽƚƚƐŝŶƚŽŝŝŐƌĞĂƚĐŚĂƌŐĞƌƐĂŶĚŝŝŶĞǁĞƉŽƚƚĞůůƉŽƚƚƐ ? ?/Ŷ  ? ? ? ?ƚŚĞǇĚĞĐŝĚĞĚƚŽ ‘ĐŚĂŶŐĞĂǁĂǇĞ
so manie of [the] silver spoones belonging to this Companie as should amount unto the value of three 
ƐĂůƚƐ ? ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĞƌĞƐĞƚƵƉŝŶƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞĂŵŽŶŐƐƚƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƉůĂƚĞ ? ?45 
The (often) obligatory nature of these gifts and the intrinsic value of company silver, which 
made it both a gift and a commodity, did not however negate the potential for plate to act as a 
conveyor of status and memory. Through designs, markings and inscriptions these objects acted as 
tangible bearers of identity. GŝĨƚƐŽĨƉůĂƚĞŵĂƌŬĞĚĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƚĞƌŵŽĨĐŝǀŝĐŽĨĨŝĐĞŽƌƚƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶfrom 
non-citizen to citizen, or from yeomanry estate to that of the livery. 46 These objects also played an 
active role in the ritual and social life of the company, observed on the buffet or table in the hall or 
parlour and touched and utilised by company elites at feasts and dinners. Records of the inscriptions 
on silver and pewter plate speak of the significance of sociability and affective bonds between citizens, 
and how these objects facilitated convivial interactions. This language of fellowship was particularly 
appropriate at the feasting table, which epitomised - in theory, if not always in practice - the reciprocal 
ĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨŐƵŝůĚŐŝĨƚŝŶŐ ?ŵƵƚƵĂůŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ ‘ďƌŽƚŚĞƌůǇůŽǀĞ ? ?47 Typical was the silver spoon presented 
ďǇĐƵƚůĞƌĂŶĚ ‘ǇŽƵŶŐĞƌǁĂƌĚĞŶ ?tŝůůŝĂŵĂǀĞƚŽŚŝƐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ‘ŵĂƌŬĞĚŽŶƚŚĞŚĂŶĚůĞƚŚĞƌĞŽĨďĞǇĞĂůů
of one mynd love as ďƌĞƚŚƌĞŶ ? ?48 Bequests of silver cups with engraved armorials and inscriptions, 
                                                          
44 William N. Hibbert, History of the Worshipful Company of Founders of the City of London (London, 1925), p. 
274; Guy Hadley, Citizens and founders: a history of the Worshipful Company of Founders, London, 1365-1975 
(London, 1976), pp. 72-73. 
45 GL, MSS 12065/2, fo. 15v; 12071/2, fo. 663. 
46 ƉĂƌĂůůĞůĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶŵĂĚĞŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ƐǇŵďŽůŝĐŽƌƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ?ŽĨŐŝĨƚƐŽĨƐŝůǀĞƌ
ƉůĂƚĞǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞKǆĨŽƌĚĐŽůůĞŐĞƐ ?ƐĞĞƵƌŶŝŶŐ ? ‘dŚĞKǆĨŽƌĚŽůůĞŐĞĂƐ,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?  
47 dŚĞĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇůĂŵĞŶƚĞĚŝŶ ? ? ?ƚŚĂƚĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞŐůĞĐƚ ?ŽĨƋƵĂƌƚĞƌůǇ
ĚŝŶŶĞƌƐ ? ‘ĚŝƐĐŽƌĚƐŚĂǀĞĂƌŝƐĞŶĂŶĚďƌŽƚŚĞƌůǇůŽǀĞĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ? ?'> ?D^ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
48 GL, MS 7164 fo. 61r. 
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objects which were customarily used for the first time at the remembrance dinner of the donor in the 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŚĂůů ? ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ?Ɛ ďƵƌŝĂů ĂŶĚ ĨƵŶĞƌĂů ƐĞƌŵŽŶ ? ƉůĂǇĞĚ ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ on the connections 
between institutional fellowship and personal memorialisation. Gifts presented to the early 
seventeenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚƐŝůǀĞƌŐŝůƚ ĐƵƉƐŝŶƐĐƌŝďĞĚǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞĂƌŵƐŽĨ ƚŚĞ
ĚŽŶŽƌĂŶĚƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŵŶĞŵŽŶŝĐƐ P ‘dŚŝƐŐƵŝĨƚĞ I leave amongst my friends, Of that which God did 
ŐŝǀĞ ?dŚĂƚǁŚĞŶ/ĚǇĞƚŚŝƐŐƵŝĨƚĞŽĨŵǇŶĞŵŽŶŐƐƚŵǇĨƌŝĞŶĚƐŵĂǇůŝǀĞ ? ?49 ŶĚ ? ‘tŚĞŶĂƚǇŽƵƌ,ĂůůĚŽƚŚ
shine with plate, And all your dishes served in state, When mirth abound, and wine is free, Then (freely 
ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ƚŚŝŶŬŽŶŵĞ ? ?50 dŚƌŽƵŐŚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚƐƵĐŚŽďũĞĐƚƐĂƚŐƵŝůĚĨĞĂƐƚƐĂŶĚĚŝŶŶĞƌƐ ? ‘ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ
ŵǇĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ? ?ƚŚĞƐǇŵďŽůŝĐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽĨŐƵŝůĚƐŵĞŶĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?51 Gifts of 
plate were undoubtedly investments, forming essential reserves of institutional silver, but they also 
ƉĞƌƉĞƚƵĂƚĞĚƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůŵĞŵŽƌǇ ?ŽĨƉƌevious generations of guildsmen in the minds of the living civic 
community.  
Words or the armorial bearings of a donor or the company were not the only symbols upon 
gifts of silver and pewter plate. Craft marks of master artisans and mercantile dynasties were also 
inscribed, providing a strong link between the identity of the donor as a skilled workshop practitioner, 
and the gift for ritual use within the guild community. In  ? ? ? ?ĐĂƌƉĞŶƚĞƌdŚŽŵĂƐ^ŵĂƌƚĚŝĚ ‘ŐŝǀĞĂŶĚ
ďĞƋƵĞĂƚŚ ? ? ?ƵƉƉŽĨƐŝůǀĞƌĂŶĚĐůĞĂŶĞ'ƵŝůƚǁŝƚŚŵǇŶĂŵĞĂŶĚŵǇƚŝŵďĞƌŵĂƌŬŝŶŝƚǁĞŝŐŚŝŶŐ ? ?
Žǌ ?ƐŽ ‘ƚŚĂƚ/ƚŚĞƐĂŝĚdŚŽŵĂƐŵĂǇďĞƚŚĞďĞƚƚĞƌƌĞŵĞŵď ?Ğ ?ƌĞĚĂŶĚƉƌĂǇĞĚĨŽƌŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŝĚĨĞůůŽǁƐŚŝƉ
of Carpenters whiůĞŽƵƌǁŽƌůĚƐŚĂůůĞŶĚƵƌĞ ? ?/Ŷ ? ? ? ?ŐŝƌĚůĞƌ:ŽŚŶŽŽŬĞ ‘ŐĂǀĞƵŶƚŽƚŚŝƐŚŽƵƐĞƵƉƉ
ǁŝƚŚ Ă ŽǀĞƌ ŐƌĂǀĞŶ ĂŶĚ ŐǇůƚ ĂŶĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ ŵĂƌŬ ? ?52 Though religious and memorial cultures had 
changed ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůǇ ƐŝŶĐĞ^ŵĂƌƚ ?ƐĚĂǇ the craft mark continued to operate within the guild as a 
meaningful mnemonic device. Upon serving a successful apprenticeship, receiving the freedom and 
                                                          
49 DĞŵŽƌŝĂůƐŽĨƚŚĞ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ, I, 150. 
50 Ibid., pp. 156-57. 
51 ^ŚĞůŝĂ^ǁĞĞƚŝŶďƵƌŐŚ ? ‘ZĞŵĞŵďĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĚĞĂĚĂƚĚŝŶŶĞƌ-ƚŝŵĞ ? ?ŝŶdĂƌĂ,ĂŵůŝŶŐĂŶĚĂƚŚĞƌŝŶĞZŝĐŚĂƌĚƐŽŶ
eds., Everyday objects: medieval and early modern material culture and its meanings (Farnham, 2010), pp. 257-
66, at pp. 264-65. 
52 GL, MSS 4332, fo. 2; 5817, fo. 13. 
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ƚŚƵƐďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐĂĐŝƚŝǌĞŶĂŶĚĂĐƚŝǀĞĂƌƚŝƐĂŶ ?ĂŵĂŬĞƌ ?ƐŵĂƌŬ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŽĨƚĞŶŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚƚŚĞůĞƚƚĞƌƐŽĨŚŝƐ
name or the tools or products of the trade, had to be formally approved and registered at the 
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŚĂůů ?/ŶǀĞŶƚŽƌŝĞƐƐŚŽǁƚŚĂƚƉĞǁƚĞƌŽƌůĞĂĚƚĂďůĞƐ ‘ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵĂƌŬƐŽĨĂůůƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞ
ĐƌĂĨƚ ?ǁĞƌĞƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶƚůǇĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶĐŽŵƉĂŶǇƉĂƌůŽƵƌƐ ?ƚŚĞŬĞǇƐŝƚĞŽĨĐŝǀŝĐŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĐraft 
regulation.53  
The association between gifted object, mark and donor must surely have had a further charge, 
within an institution of producers and retailers, when the artefact was created from the materials with 
which the giver had artisanal expertise. Thus Ă ‘ƐƚŽƉĞƉŽƚ ? ? ?ǀŝ ůďŵĂƌŬŝĚǁŝƚŚŚŝƐŽǁŶĞŵĂƌŬĞ ?ǁĂƐ 
presented by pewterer Robert Turner to his company in 1594.54 DĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨƚŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ
frequently gave pewter plate tŽƚŚĞŝƌŐƵŝůĚ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ‘ƉŽƚƚĞůůƉŽƚƚƐ ? ?ƐƉŽŽŶƐĂŶĚĚŝƐŚĞƐ ?'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ
gave plate from their own workshops; armourers working in the city or at Greenwich gave suits and 
tools for display in their Hall on Coleman Street.55 These were artefacts which demonstrated the 
ĚŽŶŽƌ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ůĂďŽƵƌĂŶĚƐŬŝůů ŝŶƚŚĞĐƌĂĨƚŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ĂĨĞĂƚƵƌĞŽĨĐŝǀŝĐ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇĂŶĚƐƚĂƚƵƐ
overlooked in existing interpretations of urban cultures.56 dŚĞ ‘ƐƉŝƌŝƚ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŵĂŬĞƌ ?ĂŶĚĚŽŶŽƌ ?ǁĂƐ
inextricably and uniquely linked to these gifts.57 The early sixteenth-century French craftsman Marion 
Garret, for example, ,ĞŶƌǇs/// ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůďůĂĚĞƐŵŝƚŚ, ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ‘ĂƚĂďůĞŬŶǇĨĂŶĚĂĐĂƌǀǇŶŐĞŬŶǇĨŽĨ
 ?ŚŝƐ ? ŐƵŝĨƚ ? ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƵƚůĞƌƐ ? ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ Ă ĚŽŶĂƚŝŽŶ ĂƐƐŽĐŝ ƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝƐ ŶĂƚƵƌĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶd 
admission to the English guild.58 By the late sixteenth century these knives were displayed in the same 
ŚĂůůĐŚĂŵďĞƌĂƐ'ĂƌƌĞƚ ?ƐƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚ ?ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŝĚĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐǁĞƌĞĐůŽƐĞůǇŝŶĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝƚŚ
                                                          
53 GL, MSS 7164, fo. 6r  ?ƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽ ? ?r  ƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽ ? ? ?v  ?WĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ?
Company]. 
54 GL, MS 7110  
55 GL, MSS 7110, fo. 33v-r ; 7164, fo. 6v. 
56 dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƉĂƌĂůůĞůŚĞƌĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂů ‘ůĂďŽƵƌ ?ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŐŝĨƚŽĨĂŵĂŶƵƐĐƌŝƉƚŽƌƉŽĞŵ
presented to a court patron, see Heal, The power of gifts, pp. 46-49. 
57 Bert De Munck ŚĂƐĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚĞǀĞƌǇŚĂůůŵĂƌŬĞĚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚǁĂƐŝŶĂƐĞŶƐĞĂŐŝĨƚŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ? ‘ĂŶĐŚŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƉŝƌŝƚ
ŽĨƚŚĞŐŝǀĞƌƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ? ?^ĞĞ ‘ƌƚŝƐĂŶƐ ?ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐĂŶĚŐŝĨƚƐ PƌĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞŝŶĞĂƌůǇ
ŵŽĚĞƌŶƵƌŽƉĞ ? ?Past and Present, 224 (2014), pp. 39- ? ? ?ĂƚƉ ? ? ? ?&ŽƌDĂƵƐƐ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
 ‘ƐƉŝƌŝƚ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŐŝĨƚ ?ƐĞĞThe gift, pp. 14-16. 
58 Charles Welch, ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶĂŶĚŽĨŵŝŶŽƌĐƵƚůĞƌǇĐƌĂĨƚƐ ?2 vols (London, 1916-
23), I, p. 208; GL, MS 7164, fo. 6v. 
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ǁŚĂƚŚĂǀĞĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůůǇďĞĞŶƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĂƐ ‘ĐŝǀŝĐ ?ǀŝƌƚƵĞƐ ?59 The status that such a hand-wrought gift 
ŵŝŐŚƚŚŽůĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŐƵŝůĚŝŶƚŚĞǇĞĂƌƐĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŝƚƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚďǇ ‘ĂŬŶǇĨŽĨƚŚĞŐƵŝĨƚĞ
ŽĨDƌZŝĐŚĂƌĚDĂƚŚĞǁĞ ? being placed first on the list of objects in the parlour, the most exclusive 
room in the late sixteenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇƵƚůĞƌƐ ?,Ăůů ?60 Mathew also presented knives for use at the Lord 
DĂǇŽƌ ?ƐĨĞĂƐƚŝŶŐƚĂďůĞŝŶ'ƵŝůĚŚĂůůĂŶĚĂƐǁŽƌĚŽĨƐƚĂƚĞ ? ‘ǁĞůůĂŶĚǁŽƌŬŵĞŶůǇǁƌŽƵŐŚƚĂŶĚŐǇůĚĞĚ ?ƚŽ
ƚŚĞŝƚǇŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?  ‘ĚĞƐŝƌŝŶŐŽŶĞůǇǇĞƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ ĨĂǀŽƵƌŽĨ ƚŚŝƐŽƵƌƚ ŝŶƐƵĐŚĞŚŝƐŚŽŶĞƐƚƐƵƚĞƐ ? ?
Mathew was an active citizen and working cutler with an unrivalled expertise in the manufacture of 
knives.61 ,ĞǁĂƐĞǀĞŶƉƌĂŝƐĞĚŝŶ:ŽŚŶ^ƚŽǁ ?ƐSurvey of London for his innovative workshop practices: 
 ‘ƚŚĞĨŝrst Englishman that attained to the Skill of making fine Knives and Knife-ŚĂĨƚƐ ? ?62 
Gifts to guilds worked not only to demonstrate the personal expertise of the associated donor, 
ďƵƚĂůƐŽ ƚŽŵĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞĂůŽĨ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů  ‘ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞ ?ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů ?63 The link between gifting and the 
physical construction of corporate community is most explicit in the case of the sponsorship of the 
ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĂƉƉĂƌĂƚƵƐŽĨƚŚĞŐƵŝůĚĨĞĂƐƚ ?/ŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƐĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ĂŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨƚŚĞ'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ
 ‘ĚǇĚŐǇǀĞƚŽƚŚŝƐŚŽǁƐĞŽŶĞƉůĂǇŶĞƚable cloth ii dozen playne napkyns and the frame for the high 
ƚĂďůĞ ? ?ĂƉĂƌĐĞůŽĨŐŝĨƚƐǁŚŝĐŚĞŶƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂĚƐŝŶŐůĞ-handedly sponsored the entire top feasting 
table.64 An early seventeenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇĂƌŵŽƵƌĞƌĞǀĞŶŐĂǀĞ ‘ƚŚƌĞĞĚŽǌĞŶŽĨƌĂƐƐĞŚŽŽŬĞƐ  ? ? ?ĨŽƌƚŽ
ŚĂŶŐŚĂƚƐƵƉŽŶĂƐƚŚĞŽ ?ŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐŝƚƚĞƚŚĂƚĚŝŶŶĞƌ ? ?65 Gifts from the yeomanry to their guild were 
typically items for use in the ǇĞŽŵĂŶƌǇ ?ƐƋƵĂƌƚĞƌůǇĨĞĂƐƚƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŵĂǌĞƌƐ ?ŚŽƌŶƐ ?ǁŝŶĞĂŶĚďĞĞƌƉŽƚƐ ?
ƚƌĞŶĐŚĞƌƐ ?ůŽŶŐƐƉŝƚƐĂŶĚ ‘ĚƌŝƉƉŝŶŐƉĂŶŶĞƐ ? ?66 The significance of provisioning these events, to which 
all yeomanry members were invited, suggests the strong institutional and social identity these meals 
                                                          
59 Welch, ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?II, p. 116. 
60 GL, MS 7164, fo. 6r.  
61 Welch, ,ŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? I, pp. 222- ? ? ?ZŝĐŚĂƌĚDĂƚŚĞǁǁĂƐDĂƐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ
three times during the 1580s. 
62 Cited in ibid., p. 224. 
63 Phil WithingƚŽŶ ? ‘ŽŵƉĂŶǇĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂďŝůŝƚǇŝŶĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ?Social History, 32 (2007), pp. 291-307, at 
p. 300.  
64 GL, MS 5817, fo. 11. 
65 GL, MS 12105, fo. 14. 
66 GL, MS 6155/2, fos. 43v-r. 
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fostered. Amongst the livery, the donation of napery, especially table napkins and cloths, by a master 
or a warden in the year of his service - and marked with his initials and/or craft mark - was a custom 
across the craft guilds. The gift of the master pewterer Sir Thomas Curtis, on 1 January  ? ? ? ? ?ŽĨ  ‘Ă
playne table clothe for the hye table [and] ĂĚĚ ?ĚŽǌĞŶ ?ŽĨƉůĂǇŶĞŶĂƉŬǇŶƐŵĂƌŬǇĚǁŝƚŚŚŝƐŵĂƌŬĞ ? ?
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĂĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ?ƐŵĞƌĐĂŶƚŝůĞŽƌĐƌĂĨƚŵĂƌŬŵŝŐŚƚĂĐƚĂƐĂƉŽǁĞƌĨƵůƐƚĂƚƵƐƐǇŵďŽůŽŶƚĞǆƚŝůĞƐ
as well as plate.67 As each individual seated at the high table ǁŽƵůĚďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŶĂƉŬŝŶ ‘markyd 
ǁŝƚŚŚǇƐŵĂƌŬĞ ? ?ƵƌƚŝƐǁĂƐĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůǁŽƌƚŚŽĨ
the gift itself and the legitimacy of his place at this privileged site of fellowship.68 In this particular 
instance, the longevity and representatioŶĂůĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƵƌƚŝƐ ?ƐĐƌĂĨƚŵĂƌŬƵƉŽŶƚŚĞƚĂďůĞŶĂƉŬŝŶƐ
was further enhanced through being reproduced by the company clerk in the margin of the archival 
record on which the gift was recorded.69 
 The gift of painted wooden surfaces in the form of framed  ‘ƚĂďůĞƐ ? ?ŚƵŶŐĂŶĚĚŝƐƉůĂǇĞĚŝŶĐŽƵƌƚ
room, parlour, gallery, but most frequently communal hall, did not have intrinsic material value, but 
was nevertheless a highly visible means through which a donor might assert a personal association 
with the good government, biblical history or antiquity of his company. Depictions of biblical scenes 
or the patron saints of companies - ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ƐƚŽƌŝĞŽĨEŽǇĞƐ ?EŽĂŚ ?Ɛ ?ĨůƵĚĞ ?ŽŶĂƚĂďůĞŝŶƵƚůĞƌƐ ?
,ĂůůŽƌ ‘ĂƚĂďůĞŽĨũŽǇŶĞƌƐǁŽƌŬĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉŝĐƚƵƌĞŽĨ^ƚ'ĞŽƌŐĞƵƉŽŶ ŝƚŝŶǀĞůůŽŵ ?ŝŶƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?,Ăůů- 
were popular choices.70 ŐƌŽƵƉŽĨůŝǀĞƌǇŵĞŶŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƉĞŶƚĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚĂŵƵƌĂůĂƚƚŚĞ
high-end of their late sixteenth-century hall representing the fundamental role of carpenters and the 
craft throughout Old and New Testament history (figure 3).71 Within the guild context, such 
representations of biblical ancestry no doubt served to bolster both the occupational identity of the 
                                                          
67 '> ?D^ ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽ ? ? ? ?ƵƌƚŝƐǁĂƐƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨƚŚĞWĞǁ ĞƌĞƌƐ ?Žŵpany to serve as Lord Mayor in 1557-
58. 
68 &Žƌ ‘ƉĂƌĂůŝƚƵƌŐŝĐĂů ?ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐŽĨƚŚĞůĂƚĞ-ŵĞĚŝĞǀĂůŐƵŝůĚĨĞĂƐƚ ?ƐĞĞZŽƐƐĞƌ ? ‘'ŽŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĨƌĂƚĞƌŶŝƚǇĨĞĂƐƚ ? ? pp. 
433-37.  
69 GL, MS 7110, fo. 11. 
70 GL, MSS 7164, fo. 7r; 12105, fo. 9. 
71 B. W. E. Alford and T. C. Barker, ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƉĞŶƚĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ (London, 1968), pp. 62, 150, 225-27. 
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craft practitioners and the legitimacy of the company elites who had sponsored the image.72 The visual 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŽŶ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ ĂŶƚŝƋƵŝƚǇ ǁĂƐ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ Ăůů ƚŚĞŵŽƌĞ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?ƐĐƌĂĨƚ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?
ǁŚŝĐŚůĂĐŬĞĚƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞĞŶĚŽǁŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƉŚŝůĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŝĐĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚ ‘ŵĞƌĐŚĂŶƚŚĞƌŽĞƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?Ɛ
wealthiest and most prestigious mercantile companies.  
 Ubiquitous in guild buildings were tables displaying text, related to the ordinances of the 
company, regulations of the craft and the founders and benefactors of the guild; gifts which 
unambiguously represented civic authority, particularly in relation to the yeomanry, the 
predominately artisanal, and occasionally unruly element of the guild body.73 The display of these 
tables in the common hall specifically ensured that they were viewed by the largest number of guild 
members and visitors. By ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂƉĂƌĂůůĞůƚƌĞŶĚŽĨĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ‘ĐŝǀŝĐƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŵŽƌĞ
exclusive and generally inaccessible rooms of parlour and great chamber.74 /ŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƐƚŚĞ'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐ ?
ŽŵƉĂŶǇǁĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĨŝǀĞƚĂďůĞƐĨƌŽŵ:ŽŚŶEŝĐŚŽůůƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ‘ĂũŽyned table to hang in t[he] 
hall wherein he hath wrytten with his owne hand the Actes and ordinances of t[he] howse to be reade 
Ğǀ ?Ğ ?ƌǇƋƵĂƌƚĞƌĚĂǇĞ ? ?dŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚĂďůĞƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƚĂŬŝŶŐĂŶĚĞŶƌŽůůŝŶŐŽĨĂƉƉƌĞŶƚŝĐĞƐ ?ƚŚĞŵĂŬŝŶŐ
ŽĨ  ‘ůĂǁĨƵůů ? ǁĂƌĞƐ ĂŶĚ  ‘ŽĨ Ăůů ƚŚĞ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ǁƌǇƚŝŶŐĞƚŚĂƚ ďĞ ŝŶ ƚ ?ŚĞ ? ŚŽǁƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĚĂǇĞ ? ? dŚĞ
association between Nicholls and these gifts was reinforced ďǇ ĞĂĐŚ ďĞŝŶŐ  ‘ŽĨ ŚŝƐ ŽǁŶĞ ŚĂŶĚ
ǁƌǇƚŝŶŐ ? ?75 >ŝŬĞǁŝƐĞĂĚŽŶŽƌƚŽƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ‘ĚŝĚŵĂŬĞĂŶĚŐŝǀĞ ? ? ?ĂƚĂďůĞĨĂŝƌĞwritten 
ŝŶŵĞĞƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞŶƚŝƋƵŝƚǇŽĨƚŚŝƐŽ ?ŵƉĂŶǇ ? ? ?76 dŚĞƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŐƵŝůĚŚĂĚŝŶƚŚĞŝƌ  ‘ŐƌĞĂƚŚĂůů ?ĂĨƌĂŵĞĚ
ƚĂďůĞŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞŽƌĚĞƌƐŽĨƚŚĞŽŵƉĂŶǇĞĨĂǇƌĞůǇĞǁƌŝƚƚĞŶĂŶĚůǇŵŵĞĚ ?ŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽĂƚĂďůĞůŝƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ŶĂŵĞƐŽĨ ‘ĚŝǀĞƌƐŽĨĨŝƌƐƚďĞŐŝŶŶĞƌƐŽĨƚŚŝƐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŝŶƚŚĞƚǇŵĞŽĨĚǁĂƌĚƚŚŝƌĚ ? ?ǁŝƚŚƚǁŽĚŽŽƌƐ ‘ƚŽ
                                                          
72 Keith Thomas, The perception of the past in early modern Europe: Creighton Trust Lecture (London, 1983), p. 
 ? ?/ĂŶƌĐŚĞƌ ? ‘ŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐŽĨŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŝŶůŝǌĂďĞƚŚĂŶĂŶĚĞĂƌůǇ^ƚƵĂƌƚ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?Huntingdon Library Quarterly, 68 
(2005), pp. 205-226, at p. 206. 
73 Systemic tensions between the yeomanry and the livery should not be exaggerated, see Rappaport, Worlds 
within worlds, pp. 219-32; Archer, The pursuit of stability, pp. 106-111.  
74 ZŽďĞƌƚdŝƚƚůĞƌ ? ‘&ĂĐĞƐĂŶĚƐƉĂĐĞƐ PĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŝǀŝĐƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚŝŶĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ?ŝŶ,ĂŵůŝŶŐĂŶĚ
Richardson, eds, Everyday objects, pp. 179-87. 
75 GL, MS 5817, fos. 11-12.  
76 GL, MS 12105, fo. 13. 
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ƐŚƵƚƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ? ?77 It is tempting to see an allusion to the closed panels of a triptych in this design, with 
folding doors which were perhaps only opened to reveal ƚŚĞŶĂŵĞƐŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞĂŶĐŝĞŶƚďĞŐŝŶŶĞƌƐŽĨ the 
societie of ĐƵƚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŶƋƵĂƌƚĞƌĚĂǇƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĨĞĂƐƚ  ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŝŶĐŝĚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉĂƚƌŽŶĂůĨĞĂƐƚ
day).78 The presentation of wooden chests, boxes and presses, which proliferated within company 
buildings from the mid-sixteenth century - for the storage of charters, books, seals, jewels and plate, 
and the carrying out of elections - symbolically linked the donor to significant administrative and 
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐŵŽƐƚƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞĂƌŵŽƵƌĞƌ:ŽŚŶ
Pasfield - master of the associated company six times between 1583 and 1597 - ŐĂǀĞĂ ‘ĨĂŝƌůĂƌŐĞĐŚĞƐƚ
ďŽƵŶĚǁŝƚŚ ŝƌŽŶ ? ůŽĐŬ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŵŝĚƐƚĂŶĚĨŽǁĞƌŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ůŽĐŬƐƚŽ ŝƚ ƚŚĞĐŚĞƐƚ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ  ? ? ? ?Ɛ ? ĨŽƌƚŚĞ
storage of documents, with keys for each of the three wardens, and one for himself.79 This was not an 
unusual gift for a man of his civic position and responsibilities, particularly during an era in which 
ownership and access to guild archives and treasures was becoming increasingly restricted and 
contentious.80  
Conspicuous so far by their absence from this discussion of gifts and returns have been female 
donors. Women could not hold office or attend court meetings, and female donors were almost 
always the wives, or more usually widows of the guild elite. Textiles were the gifts most commonly 
given, an unsurprising discovery in view of the cultural value of textiles within female gifting 
networks.81 Since needlework was perceived as a female accomplishment, it is probable that these 
textile gifts were personally produced or modified by their female donors, thus combining a symbol 
                                                          
77 GL, MS 7164, fo. 69r. 
78 GL, MS 7164, fo. 70v. For spectacular surviving examples of early modern Netherlandish guild altarpieces, 
which combine craft imagery and patron saints, see From Quinten Metsijs to Peter Paul Rubens: masterpieces 
from the Royal Museum reunited in the Cathedral (Antwerp, 2009), pp. 13-43. 
79 GL, MS 12105, fo. 13. 
80 WĂƵů'ƌŝĨĨŝƚŚƐ ? ‘^ĞĐƌĞĐǇĂŶĚĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇŝŶůĂƚĞƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚ-and seventeenth-ĐĞŶƚƵƌǇ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?The Historical 
Journal, 40 (1997), pp. 925-51, at pp. 934-35. 
81 Sara Mendelson and Patricia Crawford, Women in early modern England, 1550-1720 (Oxford, 1998), pp. 223; 
>ŽƌŶĂtĞĂƚŚĞƌŝůů ? ‘ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶ PǁŽŵĞŶĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ? ? ? ? ?- ? ? ? ? ?, Journal 
of British Studies, 25 (1986), pp. 131-56, at p. 143. 
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of identity and status with a demonstration of skill and devotion.82 These hand-wrought gifts typically 
incorporated the initials of the married couple. TŚĞ ‘ƐŝǆůŽǁĞƐƚŽŽůĞƐĨŽƌǁŽŵĞŶ ?ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝŶ1606 by 
widow Agnes Sherman to the Girdlers Company ǁĞƌĞĐŽǀĞƌĞĚǁŝƚŚŐƌĞĞŶĨĂďƌŝĐ ‘ĂŶĚŵĂƌŬĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ
ƚŽƉƉĞŝŶƚŚĞŵŝĚĚůĞǁŝƚŚůĞƚƚĞƌƐĞŵďƌŽĚĞƌĞĚŽĨďůĂĐŬǀĞůǀĞƚd ?^ ? PĨŽƌƚŚĞŶĂŵĞŽĨŚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ŶĚDƌ
dŚŽŵĂƐ^ŚĞƌŵĂŶŚĞƌƐĂŝĚŚƵƐďĂŶĚ ? ?83 These seats were used by Agnes and her fellow city wives and 
widows on the rare occasions that women were admitted into the hall for dinners and festivities.84 In 
 ? ? ? ?ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŝĚŽǁ ?DǇƐƚƌĞƐtǇĞƚ ?ŚĂĚŐŝǀĞŶƚŽƚŚĞ'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐĂ ‘ĐƵƉďŽĂƌĚĐůŽƚŚĞǁƌŽƵŐŚƚǁŝƚŚďůĂĐŬĞ
silke and a bůĂĐŬĞĂŶĚǁŚŝƚĞĨƌŝŶŐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞǁŝŶĚŽǁĞŝŶƚŚĞŚĂůůƚŽƐĞƚƉůĂƚĞǀƉŽŶ ? ?ŶĂƌŵŽƵƌĞƌ ?Ɛ wife 
ůŝŬĞǁŝƐĞŐĂǀĞ ‘ƚŽƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĐƵďŽĂƌĚŝŶƚŚĞ ?ƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ? ?,ĂůůĂĨŝŶĞĐƵďŽĂƌĚĐůŽĂƚŚ ? ?85 The cupboard cloth 
was a highly strategic gift choice since it was placed under the most prestigious window in the hall 
(usually a bay window), and provided an opulent backdrop for the silver buffet during occasions of 
civic significance, including election dinners and funeral feasts.86  
IV 
The political culture of guild gifting was firmly embedded within the particular spatial and architectural 
contexts of the livery hall. On walls, ceilings, staircases and gates, and within window frames, through 
the mediums of wood, stone, plaster and glass, guildsmen competed to have their initials, marks, 
words or armorial bearings displayed in the most prestigious spaces and chambers within company 
buildings (figure 4).87 dŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂůŝƐƚĨƌŽŵ ? ? ? ?ŽĨ
guildsmen and company widows who had gifted glazed window panels for the hall, parlour and 
ĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂďĂǇǁŝŶĚŽǁ ? ‘ƚŚĞŚŝŐŚǁǇŶĚŽǁĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĚĂŝƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƚŚĞǁǇŶĚŽǁĞ
ŶĞǆƚƚŽƚŚĞŐĂƌĚǇŶĞĚŽƌĞ ? ?ƵƐŝŶŐ ‘ĨůĞŵǇƐƐŚĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŶŽƌŵĂŶĚǇ ?ŐůĂƐƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĞƐǁĞƌĞďŽƚŚ
                                                          
82 >ŝƐĂD ?<ůĞŝŶ ? ‘zŽƵƌ Ś ŵďůĞŚĂŶĚŵĂŝĚ PůŝǌĂďĞƚŚĂŶŐŝĨƚƐŽĨŶĞĞĚůĞǁŽƌŬ ? ?Renaissance Quarterly, 50 (1997), 
pp. 459-93, at pp. 471-76. 
83 GL, MS 5817, fo. 37. 
84 Female testamentary bequests were also targeted at women: see Claire Schen, Charity and lay piety in 
Reformation London, 1500-1620 (Aldershot, 2002), p. 244. 
85 GL, MSS 5817, fo. 18; 12105, fo. 11. 
86 John Schofield, Medieval London houses (New Haven; London, 1995), p. 131. 
87 dŚĞĚŝƐƉůĂǇŽĨƉŽƌƚƌĂŝƚƐƵƉŽŶ ‘ƚĂďůĞƐ ?ŝŶĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŚĂůůƐĐŽƵůĚĂůƐŽďĞŝŵŵĞŶƐĞůǇĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞ ?ƐĞĞdŝttler, 
 ‘&ĂĐĞƐĂŶĚƐƉĂĐĞƐ ? ?ƉƉ ? ? ? ?-85. 
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affirmed and negotiated through this process of material sponsorship, for Master Lawrence Aslyn 
ĨƵŶĚĞĚƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƉƌĞƐƚŝŐŝŽƵƐ  ‘ŚŝŐŚ ?ǁŝŶĚŽǁŝŶƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŚĂůů ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǁĂƌĚĞŶƐĂŶĚĨŽƌŵĞƌŽĨĨŝĐĞ
ŚŽůĚĞƌƐǁĞƌĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉĂŶĞƐ  ?Žƌ  ‘ŚĂůĨ ?Žƌ  ‘ƚŚŝƌĚ ?ƉĂŶĞůƐ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽut the chamber. 
Whereas the hall windows were sponsored by current and former masters and wardens, the parlour 
windows were exclusively funded by men with no official title but with evident ambition to enhance 
their social and civic status. Company accounts show that Thomas Chamberleyn, Robert Langtot, John 
DĂŐƐŽŶ ? tŝůůŝĂŵ WĞĐŬĞ ĂŶĚ ZŝĐŚĂƌĚ dĂǇůŽƌ Ăůů ƐƵƉƉůŝĞĚ  ‘ŐůĂƐŝĚ ? ƉĂŶĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƉĂƌůŽƵƌ ŝŶ  ? ? ? ? ĂŶĚ
subsequently went on to hold company office over the next two decades.88 More than half a century 
later, as the Pewterers were again engaged in a project of building improvement and expansion, civic 
hierarchies were made material through the institutional built fabric. Between 1551 and 1553 
ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ WĞǁƚĞƌĞƌƐ ? ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞ ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ Žf their contributions 
ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƚŚĞ ‘ƐĞĂůůǇŶŐ ?ǁĂŝŶƐĐŽƚŝŶŐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŚĂůů ? ?,ĞƌĂůĚŝĐƐǇŵďŽůƐ were also set up in the form of carved 
and painted wooden devices, displaying the company insignia and familial arms of benefactors, 
though not always by the same individuals who had paid for the general panelling, thus creating a 
complex material surface of patronage and status.89 Material sponsorship of the livery hall was a 
defining feature of civic ambition and institutional architectures were themselves conceived of as gifts. 
>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ ĞĂƌůǇ modern citizens also demonstrated an acute awareness of the ceremonial 
ǀĂůƵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĂĐƚ ŽĨ ŐŝĨƚŝŶŐ ?  ‘ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?90 Though benefaction books and 
inventories are generally thin on contextual detail concerning the precise circumstances in which a 
moveable gift was bestowed, occasional entries in court minutes relating to especially grand donations 
demonstrate that guildsmen timed their performances of generosity with care. Ideally a large number 
of citizens, particularly those belonging to the political elite, would witness the act of gifting, and 
                                                          
88 GL, MS 7110, fo. 4v . 
89 Charles Welch, History of the Worshipful Company of Pewterers of the City of London, 2 vols (London, 1902), 
I, 274. 
90  'ĂĚŝůŐĂǌŝ ? ‘/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ PĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐǁŝƚŚŐŝĨƚƐ ? ?ŝŶ'ĂĚŝůŐĂǌŝ ?sĂlentin Groebner and Bernhard Jussen, 
eds., Negotiating the gift: pre-modern figurations of exchange  ?'ƂƚƚŝŶŐĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ?ƌĐŚĞƌ ? ‘dŚĞĂƌƚƐĂŶĚ
ĂĐƚƐŽĨŵĞŵŽƌŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? 
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ƉƌĞĨĞƌĂďůǇ ƚŚĞ ĚŽŶŽƌ ?Ɛ ƉĞĞƌƐ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ĂƐƐĞŵďůĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝǀĞƌǇ ŚĂůů ŽŶ Ă ĚĂǇ ŽĨ ĐƵƐƚŽŵĂƌǇ
importance in the ritual calendar, thus amplifying the status of the giver and gift. At guild feasts, held 
on days of craft, religious or political significance, the upper echelons of the company were present 
and the hall was hung with banners, streamers and tapestries (figure 5). Further the feast was 
customarily a convivial event associated with civic reciprocity and generosity, including the 
distribution of alms and pensions.91 In 1567 when the accomplished armourer John Kelte was at the 
peak of his professional career, as ĂůŝǀĞƌǇŵĂŶŽĨƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇĂŶĚDĂƐƚĞƌtŽƌŬŵan at 
the royal armour workshops at Greenwich, he presented his gift to the company, a model pattern 
ŚĂƌŶĞƐƐŝŶƚŚĞůĂƚĞƐƚ'ƌĞĞŶǁŝĐŚƐƚǇůĞ ?ĂƚƚŚĞŵĂƐƚĞƌ ?ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĨĞĂƐƚ ?<ĞůƚĞƉůĂĐĞĚŚŝƐŐŝĨƚŽŶĂƉůĂƚƚĞƌ
and theatrically processed it, before the multiple serving dishes of food, to the high table.92 The court 
ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚŝƐƐƵŝƚĂƐĂ ‘ŵĂŶŶĂŬǇŶĞ ?ĂŶĚŝƚǁĂƐŬĞƉƚŝŶ ĂƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇŵĂĚĞĐƵƉďŽĂƌĚĂŶĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ
in satin and blue silk on feast days.93 The highly ritualised giving of this hand-wrought gift, in imitation 
of civic ceremony, evidently mirrored its future use within the corporate community. 
Objects specifically associated with company election rites, such as election garlands, hats or 
crowns, or election cups, were especially charged gifts, which might only be presented by those who 
had served as guild master. Election artefacts had an unusual type of agency within guild culture, for 
it was through drinking from the election cup, and/or having been crowned with the election wreath 
that one formally became a new master or warden. Rather like a crown at the royal coronation, these 
garlands did not merely represent authority, but through their use, brought about a new status.94 The 
'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ? ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?Ɛ ĐŽƵƌƚ ŽĨ ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƐ ƐƚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ Ă ǁĂƌĚĞŶ ǁĂƐ ŽŶůǇ ŝnvested with civic 
ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ  ‘Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĂƐƚĚĂǇĞďǇƚŚĞŐĂƌůĂŶĚƐƚŚĞŶƐĞƚƚƵƉŽŶƚŚĞŝƌŚĞĂĚƐ ? ?95 Through their theatrical 
presentation at the election feast and subsequent use at all such future election rituals these artefacts 
                                                          
91 ZŽƐƐĞƌ ? ‘'ŽŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĨƌĂƚĞƌŶŝƚǇĨĞĂƐƚ ? ?ƉƉ ? ? ? ?-37; Ben-Amos, The culture of giving, pp. 173-74. 
92 Elizabeth Glover, Men of metal: history of the Armourers and Brasiers of the City of London (Huddersfield, 
2008), p. 65. 
93 GL, MS 12071/2, fo. 475v.  
94 Edward Muir, Ritual in early modern Europe, 2nd edn (Cambridge, 2005), p. 272. 
95 GHA, K I, fo. 220. 
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materially linked the memory of the donor with the election ceremony and civic office, long after his 
lifetime. For the guild community, the use of ritualised objects also provided a sense of continuity and 
stability across the generations.96 The connections between personal reputation, craft identity and 
durable political legitimacy are nicely illustrated by a gifting example from August 1575, when Master 
Cuthbert Beeston 
ŽĨŚŝƐŽǁŶĞĨƌĞĞǁŝůůŐĂǀĞƵŶƚŽƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞDĂƐƚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƐĂŝĚ ?'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐ ? ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇĞǇĞƌĞůǇ
to be elected and chosen forever, one crowne Garlande of blacke velvet imbrodered with the 
ůĞƚƚĞƌƐŽĨŚŝƐŶĂŵĞ ? ? ?ĂŶĚĂŐƌŝĚǇƌŽŶŽĨŐŽůĚĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŐŝƌĚůĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞďƵĐŬůĞƐŽĨďƌŽĚĞƌĞĚ
gold lace compassinge the crowne.97  
ƐĞĞƐƚŽŶ ?ƐŐŝĨƚĐŚŽŝĐĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ?ƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĨŽr use at election ceremonies were highly 
valuable, both in their use of precious natural and manufactured materials, such as gold, silver, rock 
crystal, pearl and velvet, and through exquisite craftsmanship. Election garlands, crowns or cups were 
very ofteŶƚŚĞŵŽƐƚŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐĂůůǇǀĂůƵĂďůĞŽďũĞĐƚŝŶĂĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƐĞŶƚŝƌĞĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂƚĞĂŶĚůŝŶĞŶ ?
the quality of the materials and workmanship heightening the visual and material splendour of the 
ƌŝƚĞ ?ƚƚŚĞ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĨĞĂƐƚŽĨ ? ? ? ? ?ŚĞůĚŽŶ^ƚƵŶƐƚĂŶ ?ƐĨĞĂƐƚĚĂǇ ?DĂƐƚĞƌ^ ŝƌDĂƌƚŝŶŽǁĞƐ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĨŽƌƵƐĞĂƚĂůů ĨƵƚƵƌĞĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĐĞƌĞŵŽŶŝĞƐĨŽƵƌ  ‘ĨĂŝƌŐĂƌůĂŶĚƐŽĨĐƌŝŵƐŽŶǀĞůǀĞƚ ?ŐĂƌŶŝƐŚĞĚ
ǁŝƚŚ ƐŝůǀĞƌĂŶĚŐŽůĚ ?ĂŶĚƐĞƚǁŝƚŚƉĞĂƌůƐĂŶĚƐƚŽŶĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘Ă ĨĂŝƌŐŝůƚ ^ƚĂŶĚǇŝŶŐƵƉƉĞ ?ǁĞŝŐŚŝŶŐ  ? ?
ŽƵŶĐĞƐ ? ? ?ǁŝƚh a manikin on the cover holding a skutchyn whereon his arms be graved in an annealed 
ƉůĂƚĞŽĨŐŽůĚ ? ?98 The iconography of objects for use at election typically incorporated craft symbols and 
patron saints, presumably valued because of their antiquity. The  ‘ŝŝŝŝ ŐĂƌůĂŶĚĞƐ ŽĨ ĐƌŝŵƐŽŶ ǀĞůǀĞƚ ?
ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞdĂůůŽǁŚĂŶĚůĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇŝŶ ? ? ? ?ǁĞƌĞŽƌŶĂŵĞŶƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ‘ǀŝŝdƵƌƚůĞĚŽǀĞƐŽĨƐŝůǀĞƌ
ĂŶĚŝŝŝŝ^ƚ:ŽŚŶƐŚĞĚĞƐŽĨƐŝůǀĞƌĂŶĚŐŝůƚĞ ? ?dŚĞWĞǁƚĞƌ ƌƐ ?ĨŽƵƌĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŐĂƌůĂŶĚƐǁĞƌĞĚĞĐŽƌĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ
                                                          
96 For civic regalia in the post-Reformation urban provincial context see: Tittler, The Reformation and the towns 
in England: politics and political culture, c. 1540-1640 (Oxford, 1998), pp. 272-73. 
97 GL, MS 5817, fo. 20. St LaurencĞ ?Ě ? ? ? ? ?ƚŚĞ'ŝƌĚůĞƌƐ ?ƉĂƚƌŽŶƐĂŝŶƚǁĂƐƐĂŝĚƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƌŽĂƐƚĞĚƚŽĚĞĂƚŚ
on the gridiron. See David Hugh Harmer, The Oxford Dictionary of Saints (Oxford, 1982), pp. 237-38. 




silver pendants of  ‘ƚŚĞŝŵĂŐĞŽĨŽƵƌůĂĚǇ ? ?dŚĞǇĞŽŵĂŶƌǇǁĂƌĚĞŶƐŽĨƚŚĞ,ĂďĞƌĚĂƐŚĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇǁĞƌĞ
crowned at their election feast with garlands of crimson velvet with silver pendants depicting St 
George and St Katherine.99 
Across the city companies a discernible chronological pattern emerges in relation to the gifting 
of election artefacts. From c. 1560 the spaces within the livery hall where election ceremonies took 
place were expanded, materially improved and embellished, and the ritual election objects presented 
underwent a similar transformation.  Despite repeated assertions in company archives that all things 
ǁĞƌĞŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚĂƐ ‘ŽĨĂŶĐŝĞŶƚƚǇŵĞŝƚŚĂƚŚďĞŶĞĂĐĐƵƐƚŽŵĞĚ ? ?ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶƌŝƚĞƐǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽ
being newly codified and adapted.100 During the 1560s it was decideĚďǇƚŚĞƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ
ƚŚĂƚ ‘ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐĂĨŽƌĞƚǇŵĞƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽƉůĂĐĞĂƉŽǇŶƚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞŽůĚǁĂƌĚĞŶƐ ? ?ŶŽǁĨŽƌŵĞƌǁĂƌĚĞŶƐ
ǁŽƵůĚƐŝƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ĨĞĂƐƚĚĞŶĞƌ ? ?ĂŶĚŵŝŐŚƚĂůů ‘ƌǇƐĞũŽŝŶƚůǇƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌĂŶĚŐŽĞ
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌŐĂƌůĂŶĚƐ ? ?/Ŷ ? ? ? ? ?ďǇĂĐŽŵŵĂŶĚŽĨƚŚĞĐŽƵƌƚŽĨƚŚĞ/ƌŽŶŵŽŶŐĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ƚŚĞƉƌĞĐŝƐĞ
ƐĞĂƚŝŶŐ ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƌĚĞƌ ŽĨ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĂŶŶƵĂů ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĨĞĂƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘,ŝŐŚĞ dĂďůĞ ? ? ƚŚĞ
 ‘^ĞĐŽŶĚĞdĂďůĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘dŚŝƌĚĞdĂďůĞ ?ǁĞƌĞĐŽĚŝĨŝĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƚŝŵĞ.101 The splendour of election 
ceremonies reflected upon the status of the guild and officers were keenly aware of parallel ritual 
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŝŶĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐŚĂůůƐ ?/ƚŝƐƚĞůůŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŝŶ ? ? ? ?ƚŚĞĐŽƵƌƚŽĨƚŚĞ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇĚĞĐŝĚĞĚ
ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƚŚĞĐĞƌĞŵŽŶǇŽĨĐŚŽŽƐŝŶŐƚŚĞǁĂƌdens with garlands on our feast day (as the use is in other 
ŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?ƐŚĂůůďĞƵƐĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ?102  
V 
We turn finally to the issue of continuity and change across the period. The evidence of objects for 
use at election ceremonies shows that there were some innovations in gifting practices - in the types 
of things given, and methods of presentation - from the second half of the sixteenth century. This was 
                                                          
99 GL, MSS 6152/1, fo. 31r; 7110, fo. 12r; 15868, fo. 8r. 
100 GHA, P1, fol. 28r. 
101 GL, MSS 12071/2, fo. 33; 16960, fo. 65v. 
102 DĞŵŽƌŝĂůƐŽĨƚŚĞ'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ, I, p. 63.  
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a trend in all likelihood linked to the enlargement of company halls and the broader elaboration of 
civic ceremony.103 The embellishment of rituals of gift giving within guild communities, events focused 
upon reciprocity between citizen and company, also look to be further evidence for the rise of 
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĂů  ‘ďŽƵƌŐĞŽŝƐ ? ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ĂŶĚ Ă ƌŽďƵƐƚ ĐŝǀŝĐ ŝĚĞŶtity in this period.104 Moreover, the 
strengthening association between gifting and feasting from the second half of the sixteenth century, 
practices which were intended to reinforce bonds between citizens, is suggestive of the increasing 
linguistic, instituƚŝŽŶĂůĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉƌĞǀĂůĞŶĐĞŽĨĐŝǀŝĐƐŽĐŝĂďŝůŝƚǇŽƌ ‘ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?ŝŶĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶƵƌďĂŶ
England.105 
We might anticipate that above all the Reformation had a profound impact upon guild gifting 
ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ ?dŚĞ ‘ŝŶƚĞŶƐĞůǇŝĐŽŶŽĐůĂƐtic opening phase of the English ZĞĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƐ often said to have 
dealt a weighty blow to provincial urban culture.106 Adding an important religious dimension to the 
pessimistic social and economic analysis of sixteenth-century urban England, Robert Tittler suggests 
that the comprehensive ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨ ‘ƌĞĨĂƐŚŝŽŶŝŶŐ [ ?] ĂƵƐĞĨƵůĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞŵĞŵŽƌǇ ?ďǇŶŐůĂŶĚ ?Ɛcitizens 
from c. 1540, resulted in a truly distinctive post-Reformation culture. Religious iconography and 
mythology were replaced with new forms of civic regalia, civic portraiture and historical writing.107 The 
ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ >ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ ĐƌĂĨƚ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ Ă ƌĂƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ŶƵĂŶĐĞĚ ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ
change. Practices of material gifting and memorialisation survived the Reformation upheavals with 
relatively few significant changes. Some prominent objects were removed from company halls as no 
longer acceptable. But many other gifts survived. The guild archives provide no explanation for this 
                                                          
103 DŝĐŚĂĞůĞƌůŝŶ ? ‘ŝǀŝĐĐĞƌĞŵŽŶǇŝŶĞĂƌůǇŵŽĚĞƌŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ?Urban History, 13 (1986), pp. 15-27, at pp. 18-19. 
104 :ŽŶĂƚŚĂŶĂƌƌǇ ? ‘ŽƵƌŐĞŽŝƐĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ?hƌďĂŶĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞŵŝĚĚůŝŶŐƐŽƌƚ ? ?ŝŶ:ŽŶĂƚŚĂŶĂƌƌǇĂŶĚ
Christopher Brooks, eds., The middling sort of people: culture, society and politics in England, 1550-1800 
(London, 1994), pp. 84-112.  
105 Phil Withington, The politics of commonwealth: citizens and freemen in early modern England (Cambridge, 
2005), pp. 129- ? ? ? ‘ŽŵƉĂŶǇĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ?ƉƉ ? ? ? ?-300; Society in early modern England: the vernacular 
origins of some powerful ideas (Cambridge, 2010), pp. 102-33. 
106 ZŽďĞƌƚdŝƚƚůĞƌ ? ‘ZĞĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĐŝǀŝĐĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞŵ ŵŽƌǇŝŶŶŐůŝƐŚƉƌŽǀŝŶĐŝĂůƚŽǁŶƐ ? ?Urban History, 
24 (1997), pp. 283-300, at p. 286. 
107 Tittler, The Reformation and the towns, Chapter 13. Tittler was chiefly responding to the established 
narrative of the decline of sixteenth-century urban society and economy: see Peter Clark and Paul Slack, 
 ‘/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝŶůĂƌŬĂŶĚ^ůĂĐŬ ?ĞĚƐ ? ?Crisis and order in English towns, 1500-1700 (London, 1972), pp. 1-56. 
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pattern, but we can speculate on possible factors, including the variable balance of reformed or 
conservative sympathies among the livery and assistants of each guild; corporate pride in guild 
traditions, and the close association of patron saints with the particular craft of guild members. It is 
probable that the symbolic meanings of gifts also underwent modification in new spatial and material 
contexts.  
From the surviving evidence it is clear that following the Edwardian injunctions of 1547 certain 
iconographies and materialities, those undeniably devotional, were no longer acceptable within 
London company collections.108 Among the gifts initially accepted but later removed from guild 
inventories, gift books and halls were Ă ŐŝůĚĞĚ ƐƚĂƚƵĞ ŽĨ ^ƚ ƵŶƐƚĂŶ ŝŶ 'ŽůĚƐŵŝƚŚƐ ? ,Ăůů ? ƐĞƚ ǁŝƚŚ
precious ƐƚŽŶĞƐ ? ‘ƚŚĞĐƌĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĚĞǇĞƐƐĞ ?ĚĂŝƐ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚƌĞĞŶŐĞůůƐ ?ŝŶƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?,Ăůů ? and a table 
ĨŽƌĂŶĂůƚĂƌǁŝƚŚ ‘ĂŶǇŵĂŐĞŽĨ^ĞŝŶƚůĞŵĞŶƚ ?, ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ&ŽƵŶĚĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ ?109 The gift of a gilt 
ŝŵĂŐĞŽĨ^ƚ:ŽŚŶƚŚĞĂƉƚŝƐƚ ? ‘ƐƚĂŶĚǇŶŐŝŶĂdĂďĞƌŶĂĐůĞ ?ŝŶDĞƌĐŚĂŶƚdĂǇůŽƌ ?Ɛ,ĂůůŝŶƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚŚ
century, is conspicuous by its absence in the next surviving company inventory, taken in the first 
decade of the seventeenth century.110 In a reformed religious context in which the intercessory role 
of saints was denied, three dimensional, gilded images of these figures were unsuitable. But livery 
halls were not stripped of all religious material culture. The craft guilds of London showed a sustained 
enthusiasm for visual imagery of their late-medieval patron saints well into the Elizabethan 
Reformation, as evidenced by representations of their saintly patrons on gifts of silver plate, banners 
and flags, wall paintings and hangings, wooden shields and election garlands.  In 1562 the Tallow 
Chandlers still had ŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚ ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ŚĂůů  ‘Ă ŐŝůƚďĞĂŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ ǀ ůĂƚƚǇŶ
ĐĂŶĚŝůƐƚŝĐŬƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǇŵĂŐĞŽĨŽƵƌ ůĂĚŝĞĂŶĚĂƚƵƌƚŝůůĚŽǀĞ ?. And covering the walls they still had  ‘ŝŝ
clothes the one of the ymage of the Assumpcion of our ladie and the other of our ladie and seynt 
                                                          
108 Margaret Aston ?ŶŐůĂŶĚ ?Ɛ/ĐŽŶŽĐůĂƐƚƐ ?ǀŽů ?1, Laws against images (Oxford, 1988), pp. 254-57. 
109 GHA, I, fos. 7, 16, 22; MS 12105, fol. 2; tĂƌĚĞŶƐ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐŽĨƚŚĞtŽƌƐŚŝƉĨƵůŽŵƉĂŶǇŽĨ&ŽƵŶĚĞƌƐŽĨthe City 
of London, 1497-1681, ed. by Guy Parsloe (London, 1964), p. 413. 
110 Memorials of the Guild of Merchant Taylors of the Fraternity of St. John the Baptist, in the City of London, 
ed. by Charles M. Clode (London, 1875), pp. 84, 92-96.  
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ůŝǌĂďĞƚŚ ? ?111 The most prized possession of the yeomanry of the Tallow Chandlers, from its donation 
in 1536, remained a ŵĂǌĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ  ‘ƚŚĞ ŝŵĂŐĞ ŽĨ ƐĂŝŶƚ <ĂƚŚĞƌǇŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ďŽƚƚŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐŝĨƚ ŽĨ Dƌ
ŚŽƉƉŝŶ ? ?112  The company patron saint typically had a close association to the craft of its working 
ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ? ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŝŶƚ ?Ɛ ŽĐĐƵƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ůŝĨĞ ? Žƌ ŵĞƚŚŽĚ Ĩ ŵĂƌƚǇƌĚŽŵ ? dŚŝƐprofessional 
connection to the late-medieval craft, combined with the historic antiquity of the saints, evidently 
endowed these figures with sustained cultural value, across the Reformation divide.113 Nor is this 
picture of iconographic continuity wholly surprising. Research on the decoration of English domestic 
interiors, and cathedrals and parish churches, shows a similar pattern of religious material culture 
removals and survivals across the  ‘long Reformation ? period.114  
Once part of a company collection the meanings of a gift were also subject to change over 
time and explicitly devotional associations could be detoxified. Take for example the polychromed oak 
sculpture of St George and the Dragon, presented to the ƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ŽŵƉĂŶǇ in 1528 by William 
Vynyard, premier citizen and artisan at the peak of his civic ascendancy, and still in the possession of 
the guild (figure 6). This exceptional gift, encased in miniature steel armour of the latest Italian fashion, 
ŚĂĚďĞĞŶŵĂĚĞŝŶsǇŶǇĂƌĚ ?ƐŽǁŶǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ĂŶĚƐƚĂƌƚĞĚůŝĨĞĂƐĂĚĞǀŽƚŝŽŶĂůŽďũĞĐƚ- as evidenced by 
its donatiŽŶǁŝƚŚ ‘Ă>ĂƚƚŝŶĂŶĚůĞƐƚŝĐŬƚŚĂƚŝƐďĞĨŽƌĞŝƚ ?- ůŽĐĂƚĞĚďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞŚŝŐŚƚĂďůĞŝŶƌŵŽƵƌĞƌ ?Ɛ
Hall.115 By the late sixteenth century, long after the death of its donor and in a different religious 
climate, the sculpture of St George, patron saint of the company, was the inspiration not for religious 
ƉŝĞƚǇďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚĂƐĂŶĞǆĞŵƉůĂƌŽĨƚŚĞĂƌŵŽƵƌĞƌƐ ?ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůƐŬŝůůƐ ?ŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ
ŐƵŝůĚŵĞŵďĞƌƐĐƌĂĨƚĞĚĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŵŝŶŝĂƚƵƌĞĂƌŵŽƵƌĞĚ^ ƚ'ĞŽƌŐĞƐ ?Žƌ ‘ŵĂŶŶĂŬǇŶĞƐ ? ?ĂŶĚĨƵůů-sized 
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112 MS 6155/1. 
113 ZŽƐƐĞƌ ? ‘'ŽŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĨƌĂƚĞƌŶŝƚǇĨĞĂƐƚ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ? 
114 Tara Hamling, ĞĐŽƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ ?ŐŽĚůǇ ?ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ ?ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐĂƌƚŝŶƉŽƐƚ-reformation Britain (New Haven; 
London, 2010); Julie Spraggon, Puritan iconoclasm during the English Civil War (Woodbridge, 2003), Chapter 1. 
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27 
 
suits, which were conspicuously displayed as a group ?ǁŝƚŚsǇŶǇĂƌĚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŐŝĨƚ ? ŝŶƚŚĞŶĞǁ ‘'ĂůůĞƌǇ
ŽǀĞƌƚŚĞ,Ăůů ? ?116  
As with the iconography of gifts, the mnemonic function of material cultures in early modern 
London guilds suggests more continuity than change. The Reformation brought a certain fundamental 
alteration ƚŽƚŚĞŵĞŵŽƌŝĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?ƐĂƌƚŝƐĂŶĂůŐƵŝůĚƐ ?ŶĂŵĞůǇƚŚĂƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞrejection of the 
doctrine of good works and the suppression of fraternities and chantries, gifts could no longer directly 
invite prayers from the living on behalf of the soul of the deceased.  But memorialisation within the 
guild involved a broad understanding of the reciprocal relationship between living and dead company 
members. Commemoration meant more than intercessory prayers.117  The evidence of material gifts, 
and their continued ritualised uses during feasts, funerals, court meetings, quarter days, elections and 
civic ceremonies, shows that the social obligation to remember the honour, skill and generosity of 
former generations of civic office-holders was deeply woven into the fabric of guild culture. Moreover, 
the cultural persistence of gift giving, and the continued mnemonic importance of particular material 
gifts, rituals and objects which epitomised fellowship within artisanal institutions, are evidence of the 
trend for a strengthened urban political culture in sixteenth and seventeenth century England, based 
upon the ideals of civil society.118 
 Inventories and books of gifts and benefactors show that the practice of giving material things 
was a thread of institutional cultural continuity within late-medieval and early modern city companies; 
a means by which identity, legitimacy and memorialisatiŽŶǁĞƌĞ ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ >ŽŶĚŽŶ ?Ɛ ĐƌĂĨƚ
guilds. The culture of guild gifting was so deep-rooted and significant that it could survive the 
disruptions of the Reformation with relatively few changes. It took the profoundly traumatic blow of 
the Great Fire oĨ ? ? ? ?ƚŽƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞŵƵĐŚŽĨƚŚĞŐƵŝůĚƐ ?ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞŵŽƌǇ ?ĚĞƐƚƌŽǇŝŶŐĨŽƌƚǇ-four livery 
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halls, and in some instances their entire material contents.119 And even then, once company halls were 
re-established, corporate rituals were rapidly revived. 
                                                          
119 Thomas F. Reddaway, The rebuilding of London after the Great Fire (London, 1951), p. 26. 
